Zola, in other words, clearly saw that certain parts of Manet's painting were rendered with a different facture (that of the ebauche or sketch) from the comparatively high degree of finish especially in "the trees" and in "the nude woman". Indeed, if one looks at the painting, it becomes clear that the differences of facture not only pertain to the two women in it (the seated nude and the bather), as Carol Armstrong described it, but that the whole area of the painting, which the bather occupies, is different from the foreground and the glade to the left. It is more loosely painted-painterly as opposed to linear-more "sketchy" as Zola saw, than the rest.9 But it is also different in other respects: the horizon is considerably higher up than in the forest to the left, the bathing woman is much too large (as it has often been noted) in view of her distance behind the foreground group of three, and the stream in which she is wading does not seem to continue to the left of the tree or bush behind and above the seated nude. All this, together with the different facture of that whole area in which the bather is seen, suggests, to put it cautiously, that this area is to be understood as a kind of painting-within-thepainting.
It is instructive to compare this painterly area in Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe with the painting-within-the-painting in her (or is it a window?).10 This landscape, in turn, is rendered loosely and painterly, very much like the area containing the bather in Le Dejeuner sur I'Herbe, the area which I shall go on to consider as a painting-within-the-painting.
The edges or the "frame" of this "painting-within-the-painting" in Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe are somewhat blurred but present nevertheless. The painterly area is terminated to the left by the foliage behind and above the nude and the man seated next to her, as we have already seen, since the forest to the left of this line partakes in the same density of finish with which the foreground and its figures are rendered, and has a lower horizon line as also noted above. But there is also a somewhat more sharp right-hand and bottom "frame" to the "paintingwithin-the-painting", which seems to have gone unnoticed in 5) Diagram showing the position of the "painting-within-thepainting" as area b in Manet's <(Le Dejeuner sur l'herbe,,.
the literature about Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe. To the right of the painting there is a tree, painted with the same density as the rest of the foreground and the forest at left. This tree is closely aligned with the actual border of the painting, and runs down to the immediate foreground of the canvas per se, creating a rather sharp line of demarcation between itself and the painterly area with the bather (what I tentatively call the "painting-within-the-painting"). Around the base of this tree there is a shadowy area, somewhat shaped like a blurred lozenge, the apex of which coincides exactly with the tip of the reclining man's walking stick. Further, the upper right-hand border of that lozenge-shaped shadow is a diagonal line which is continued by the slant of the walking stick, passes on through the groin of the reclining man only to be picked up again by the sleeve on the jacket of the centrally positioned man's left arm, terminating in his face and thus bringing us back to the bush or tree above the nude, which, as I said, functions as the left hand "frame" of the painterly area with the bather in the stream. In other words, we are faced with a composition such as the one I have drawn in Fig. 5 , in which the area b corresponds to the suggestion of a painting within-the-painting, and area a corresponds to the rest of the painting.11
In a way, this is quite simple, but then again it is not, since the notion of area b as a painting-within-the-painting seems contradicted by the fact that the pointer with his "horrible padded hat" clearly leans into that area, while his legs belong 6) Marcantonio Raimondi, <(The Judgment of Paris, early 1h century, engraving after a lost drawing by Raphael, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York.
to area a. In other words, he bridges the two "realities" of the painting as a whole, and therefore vastly complicates the whole issue. The seeming existence of two different fields of "reality" in Le Ddjeuner sur I'herbe (areas a and b) may stem from the most important formal source for the painting, Marcantonio Raimondi's engraving after Raphael's lost drawing The Judgment of Paris [ Fig. 6 ], showing two river gods and a nymph seated in the same poses to the lower right of that print. This citation is well known and has been much discussed, even as to whether Manet's painting may be thought to be, in some oblique way, a modernized version of Raphael's subject.12 I don't think that Manet's painting functions allegorically in this synecdochic sense in relation to the whole of The Judgment of Paris, neither as it appears in the printed image nor in the mythological narrative. There are, however, still some further references, beside the often mentioned formal analogies of the foreground trio in Manet's painting to the gods and nymph in the Raphael/Raimondi print to be considered. Thus, the print also contains two registers of representation: all the figures in the foreground, including the group which Manet quoted, are juxtaposed with the cloud-like shape It is well known that the models Manet used for these figures in his painting were Victorine Meurent for the seated nude, his soon to be brother in law, Ferdinand Leenhoff, for the man next to her, and his brothers Gustave and Eugene Manet for the man to the right. This doesn't make it a "family portrait" but it may still be significant that he chose his brothers as sitters for the pointing man who is clearly the most important (male) protagonist of the scene, and its only active agent with his pointing gesture, whatever it may signify (I will return to this). In choosing his brothers as sitters for this figure, Manet, it might be said, established a close family bond, and a marked likeness between himself and this "agent", as it But it is more complicated than that, since it has been seen that in a sense there are "two paintings" in Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe, or even, in a way three-the physical painting per se, the foreground group and its surroundings, including the still life and the trees and glade to the left, and finally the "painting-within-the-painting" to the right as outlined in Fig. 5 . Leaving aside the complicating factor of the painting per se (which self-evidently is what it's all about), the point is that the figure of "Manet" leans into the "painting-within-the-painting" and thus makes it analogous to a second space in the painting as a whole, yet still framed and rendered with a different facture as seen above. 48 Again, there are certain parallels to this in Courbet's The Studio, beyond the notion that Courbet merges with the canvas he is seen at work on. That canvas is also seen at an angle, from the left whereas the painterly field in Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe is seen from the right. In The Studio, the landscape being painted is in a different painterly key from the rest of the scene, mainly because of its expanse of light blue sky which explains why Delacroix commented in his Journal that he found it "ambiguous" since, "it has an air of a real sky in the midst of the painting",49 and it has also been said that the landscape "makes a hole in that scene".50 This ambiguity is enhanced by the fact that there are other paintings-within-the-painting in The Studio, namely one or more enormous but shady, sketchy and almost fantasmatic landscapes hung on the wall in the background, and in the same tinted brownish hue that permeates the rest of the In other words, Poseuses, which is obviously and overtly a painting about painting, is also a more subtle evocation of the existential links between levels of reality, i.e., between the physical painting itself, in the Barnes collection, its representation of nude models in a studio interior, and the relationship of these to the painting-within-the-painting (which also, to a degree, reads or functions as a "window" or opening onto an exterior, a landscape with figures as in area b of Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe).
As Cachin sees it, beautifully, the relationship of the figures in the-painting-in-the-painting to the models in the foreground is one in which the figures in the former "step out" and virtually into our space, most powerfully incarnated in the standing, frontal nude at centre who is "coolly sizing us up", as an erect version, I will add, of the seated nude in Manet's Dejeuner sur I'herbe, and comparatively close to the viewer.
It appears, then, that Seurat, not unlike Cezanne before him, saw that Manet's Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe, was a painting about painting, a painting, that is, which thematizes its own production and ontology. But Manet's canvas does this in a way which is so subtle that it makes it understandable that this has gone largely unnoticed. It is a kind of "rebus", as I quoted Pelloquet at the beginning of this essay, and despite what I have argued here, he may still have been right in saying that "it will never be understood", if by "understanding" we mean an absolute certainty of its "ultimate meaning" which it may not even possess. Rather, Manet's famous painting oscillates between levels of reality, and these levels, themselves, oscillate in a never ending circuit between-for short-"areas a and b" in the composition; art, artefact, and reality in a still baffling tableau vivant from which, wonderfully, a bird (a bullfinch) flies this way, reciprocating our entry into the painting's spaces that are anything but flat.55
It's an engulfing painting. Le Dejeuner sur I'herbe is a programmatic painting, and paradigmatic of the ways in which Manet engaged the viewer in his works through gazes, spillings, reliefs, enigmas and so on. Here, it isn't only the gaze of the seated nude that engages the viewer, and implicates him in the scene. The very fact that the three main protagonists exude an air, and different signs of, indoor and studio "behaviour" (such as a hat and unabashed nudity) puts them on a par with the painting's beholder, who-naturallyalso finds him-or herself in an interior, and an artistic interior at that (a museum, as it is, or a private collection, as it might have been), echoing the studio atmosphere of the group of three. In this way, we enter the painting, and become part of it ourselves. Inside the painting, the "painter-pointer" bridges the spaces of the "painting-within-the-painting" and the primary scene; this latter, in turn, provides bridges between its own space and that of the beholder, most famously, of course, in the direct gaze of the nude, but almost just as poignantly in the cornucopious still life with delicious fruit, ready for the taking. The pointing gesture may well be understood as signifying speach, which is also an act of creation, and also has biblical overtones: "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God" (John 1:1). However, the most likely word to be uttered by the seated pointer's gesture in Manet's painting would be regardez! ("Look"!). The unspoken word, that is, of any painter and his painting. Which brings us back into Manet's canvas as a self-reflexive allegory of the art of painting.
